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	 The	 concept	 of	 therapeutic	 landscapes	 has	 been	 used	 as	 a	 way	 to	critically	 understand	 how	 health	 and	 wellbeing	 are	 related	 to	 place.	However,	 traditional	 discourses	 on	 therapeutic	 landscapes	 have	 been	constructed	 from	 an	 anthropocentric	 perspective,	 completely	 ignoring	and	silencing	the	agency	and	experiences	of	non-humans.	Building	on	the	idea	of	 therapeutic	spaces	as	assemblages,	 I	highlight	the	heterogeneity	of	elements	that	come	together	to	produce	therapeutic	space.	Mobilising	empirical	research	undertaken	in	spaces	involved	in	the	practice	of	‘care	farming’,	 I	 demonstrate	 how	 non-human	 presence	 actively	 creates	 and	facilitates	 a	 therapeutic	 engagement	 with	 place.	 However,	 with	 this	recognition	 of	 the	 non-human	 in	 therapeutic	 spaces,	 there	 is	 a	 need	 to	discuss	 animals’	 contested	 positions,	 and	 question	 the	 ways	 in	 which	being	 part	 of	 these	 assemblages	 impacts	 animals;	 for	 whom	 are	 these	landscapes	 therapeutic?	 Thus,	 this	 article	 advocates	 a	 critical	understanding	of	the	role	of	non-human	animals	as	both	co-constituents	and	 co-participants	 of	 therapeutic	 spaces,	 moving	 from	 framing	therapeutic	spaces	-	and	the	animals	within	them	-	purely	in	relation	to	human	needs	and	desires.		











Since	Gesler	 first	wrote	 about	 the	 concept	 of	 ‘therapeutic	 landscapes’	 in	 1992,	geographers	 have	 actively	 and	 critically	 engaged	with	 the	 concept	 as	 a	way	 of	understanding	how	perceptions,	reputations	and	experiences	of	health	come	to	be	 associated	with	 spatial	 areas	 (DeVerteuil	 et	 al.	 2007).	 The	 phrase	 has	 been	used	 extensively	 as	 ‘a	conceptual	framework	to	organise	ideas	about	how	people	




discussions	 of	 therapeutic	 spaces	 and	 instead	 begin	 to	 consider	 a	 post-human	and	 multispecies	 approach	 that	 rejects	 the	 prioritization	 of	 human-centric	norms,	assumptions,	behaviours,	and	practices	(Wilkie	2013).		 Based	 on	 data	 collected	 during	 an	 empirical	 study	 of	 care	 farms	 in	England	and	Wales,	I	will	discuss	and	apply	these	ideas	and	talk	about	how	non-human	 agency	 can	 create	 and	 facilitate	 a	 therapeutic	 engagement	 with	 place,	whilst	 simultaneously	 intruding	 and	 disrupting	 therapeutic	 processes	 -	highlighting	the	somewhat	ambiguous	and	unstable	role	of	non-human	animals	within	 therapeutic	 spaces.	 I	 will	 also	 touch	 on	 how	 non-human	 animals	 co-constitute	 therapeutic	 space,	 and	how	 thinking	of	 these	 spaces	 as	multispecies	begins	 to	disrupt	 some	of	 the	 established	notions	of	 the	 therapeutic	 landscape	concept,	before	positing	ideas	for	a	more	biosocial	framing	of	therapeutic	affect	that	 I	 suggest	 provides	 a	 more	 post-human	 way	 to	 explore	 and	 critically	understand	human-animal	relations	in	a	wide	variety	of	therapeutic	spaces.			
Therapeutic	spaces		








(Williams	1999).	 In	 this	way,	 the	 ‘therapeutic’	 nature	of	 the	 space	 is	 emergent	from	 relational	 configurations	 assembled	 and	 co-produced	 through	 a	 series	 of	heterogeneous	 actants,	 events,	 practices	 and	 processes	which	 gather,	 disperse	and	entangle	multiple	timespaces,	rather	than	inherent	in	the	space	itself.		








lot	 of	 therapeutic	 landscape	 research	 simply	 applies	 a	 ‘bumper	 sticker’	 to	phenomena,	creating	a	dichotomy	of	viewing	space	as	either	therapeutic	or	not	therapeutic	 (Wilton	 and	 DeVerteuil	 2006).	 This	 idea	 of	 a	 more	 inhabited	approach	also	draws	attention	 to	 the	 fact	 that	 therapeutic	assemblages	are	not	simply	 inhabited	 by	 purely	 human	 actants,	 being	 comprised	 of	 non-human	elements	that	additionally	shape	the	spaces.	It	is	the	matter	of	animals	that	I	now	turn	 to	 in	 order	 to	 build	 on	 the	 idea	 of	 therapeutic	 assemblages,	 by	 focussing	deeply	 on	 the	 heterogeneous	 and	 non-human	 nature	 of	 the	 elements	 that	 can	come	together	to	produce	therapeutic	spaces.		




Despite	 a	 lack	 of	 acknowledgement	 of	 animals	 in	 studies	 of	 therapeutic	spaces,	 there	 is	 a	 wide	 body	 of	 literature	 (much	 of	 it	 admittedly	 outside	 of	geographical	 scholarship)	which	has	catalogued	 the	health	benefits	which	non-humans	can	effect	 for	humans,	 leading	Beck	and	Katcher	 (2003)	 to	 summarise	that	 ‘There	is	solid	evidence	that	animal	contact	has	significant	health	benefits	and	
that	 it	 positively	 influences	 transient	 physiological	 states,	morale,	 and	 feelings	 of	




focussing	 on	 a	 more	 traditional	 definition	 of	 ‘companion	 animals’	 (dogs,	 cats,	etc.),	somewhat	limits	its	utility	for	these	discussions;	there	exists	a	much	wider	variety	 of	 species	 which	 may	 become	 companionable	 (Haraway	 2008)	 within	therapeutic	spaces.		




effecting	negative	health	and	wellbeing	for	humans	(Jadhav	and	Barua	2012).	In	certain	contexts	animals	can	find	their	relationships	reconfigured	from	effecting	a	 therapeutic	experience	 to	becoming	 infectious	agents	or	health	hazards	(Law	and	Miele	2011).	Animals	lack	a	permanency,	despite	often	being	seen	as	integral	to	landscape	identities.	
	 When	 thinking	 about	 ‘bringing	 the	 animals	 back	 in’	 to	 discussions	 of	therapeutic	 landscapes,	 it	 may	 seem	 natural	 to	 begin	 to	 bring	 back	 and	 think	about	large	and	encounterable	charismatic	species,,	but	we	must	also	recognise	the	 microbiome;	 microorganisms	 and	 protozoans	 can	 certainly	 effect	 health	experiences	 -	 and	 many	 of	 these	 species	 may	 already	 be	 engaged	 in	 existing	relations	and	symbioses	with	the	more	visible	and	apparent	non-humans	within	therapeutic	spaces.	We	must	be	careful	not	to	side-line	invisible,	uncomfortable,	and	unloved	species	(Ginn	2013).		












human	 standards?	 They	 go	 on	 to	 describe	 how	 the	 Austrian	 Council	 for	Agricultural	 Engineering	 and	 Rural	 Development	 planned	 to	 introduce	 an	examination	 system	 to	 assess	 individual	 animals	 before	 allowing	 their	involvement	on	care	farms	–	yet	humans	do	not	have	to	be	assessed	before	their	involvement	 –	 suggesting	 these	 care	 farm	 spaces	 are	 being	 constructed	 and	performed	 to	 evoke	 health	 experiences	 for	 a	 solely	 human	 audience,	 with	 the	non-human	 relegated	 to	 a	 state	 of	 utility	 rather	 than	 as	 co-beneficiaries	 of	 the	positive	effects.			 Returning	 briefly	 to	 the	 concept	 of	 zooeyia	 (the	 idea	 of	 positive	 health	benefits	 from	 animals),	 we	 find	 that	 introducing	 a	 more-than-human	 focus	becomes	 problematic,	 with	 zooeyia	 specifically	 focussed	 on	 ‘the	human	health	
benefits	 from	 animals…the	 positive	 impact	 on	 human	 health’	 (Hodgson	 and	Darling	 2011,	 p.189,	 emphasis	 added),	 the	 animal	 experience	 and	 any	 cross-species	 mutualism	 of	 these	 exchanges	 is	 silenced,	 with	 non-humans	 being	‘jettisoned	as	subjects	of	health	 in	their	own	right,	being	reaffirmed	as	utilitarian	




collective	well-being’	(p.320).	The	authors	use	this	to	suggest	that	experiences	of	care	can	be	reciprocal	between	human	and	non-human:	therapeutic	 landscapes	and	 meetings	 between	 species	 do	 not	 have	 to	 be	 limited	 to	 humanistic	 and	utilitarian	codings.			 Through	 recent	 reconceptualizations	 of	 ‘the	 social’	 as	 being	 constituted	not	solely	by	human	actants	(Haraway	2008),	it	might	be	suggested	that	we	need	to	 become	 sensitive	 to	 a	 range	 of	 different	 species’	 embodied	 experiences	 of	therapeutic	spaces	and	encounters,	and	account	for	animal	presence	and	agency	in	a	way	that	illuminates	other	ways	of	being	in	the	world;	clarifying	interspecies	social	connectedness,	in	a	‘social’	that	is	not	purely	constituted	by	human	actants	(Kirksey	 and	 Helmreich	 2010).	 Therapeutic	 spaces	 are	 complex,	 multispecies	spaces,	 containing	 messy	 and	 multiple	 entanglements	 of	 all	 sorts	 of	 different	organisms,	 all	with	 a	 diversity	 of	 different	ways	 of	 living	 and	 being;	we	 live	 a	multispecies	life	whether	we	like	or	know	it	(Cudworth	2011).	We	cannot	simply	forget,	or	refuse	to	acknowledge	the	non-human	actants	that	are	present,	within,	and	 sharing	 therapeutic	 spaces.	 I	 suggest	 there	 is	 a	 need	 for	 studies	 of	therapeutic	spaces	that	explore	how	non-human	presence	and	agency	influences	the	 (un)therapeutic	 nature	 of	 space,	 but	 also,	 going	 one	 step	 further,	 and	beginning	to	think	about	the	non-human	experience	of	these	therapeutic	spaces.		








‘rootedness’	 as	 being	 a	 beneficial	 relation,	 assisting	 in	 enabling	 a	 therapeutic	experience	by	creating	identities,	security,	and	belonging	(Gesler	2003).			CSA	offers	an	interesting	research	angle	in	this	regard,	containing	farmers	who	 live	permanently	on	 site,	 for	whom	 the	 landscape	 is	 very	much	everyday,	and	subscribers	and	volunteers,	who	visit	 the	 farm	for	shorter	periods	of	 time.	Although,	 there	 is	 a	 need	 to	 recognise	 that	 for	many	 visitors,	 it	 is	 at	 first,	 the	extraordinary	 nature	 and	 difference	 of	 the	 farm	 environment	 which	 leads	 to	their	visitation	and	subsequent	experience	of	 the	 landscape	as	 therapeutic;	 the	very	 fact	 that	 the	 farm	 is	 far	 from	what	 they	might	experience	on	an	everyday	basis.		However,	as	they	become	more	regular	visitants	to	the	farm,	this	becomes	blurred,	as	people	become	more	and	more	embedded,	the	place	becoming	more	everyday:		 ‘There	is	a	constant	backdrop	of	birdsong	–	though	people	don’t	notice	
it	 after	 becoming	 regulars	 at	 the	 farm.	 I	 remember	 on	 my	 previous	 visits,	
people	used	to	remark	on	the	birdsong,	yet	now,	it	has	simply	become	a	place-
based	 feature,	which	 people	 expect	&	 understand	 as	 just	 a	 part	 of	what	 the	








times	 specifically,	 as	 care	 farms,	 a	 form	 of	 farming	 combining	 agricultural	production	with	health,	social,	and	educational	services	(Hassink	et	al.	2010).			
‘We	 have	 organised	 visits	 from	 care	 homes	 and	 often	 many	 of	 the	




experience	for	people	with	learning	disabilities	and	mental	health	issues,	whilst	others	 looked	 to	 provide	 opportunities	 for	 a	 much	 wider	 range	 of	 groups,	extending	 from	 people	 at	 risk	 of	 substance	 abuse,	 people	 within	 the	 criminal	justice	 system,	 people	 at	 risk	 of	 homelessness,	 and	 disengaged	 young	 people.	This	 in	 itself	 provided	 an	 interesting	way	 of	 exploring	 therapeutic	 spaces	 and	highlighting	 that	 the	 concept	 is	 not	 limited	 strictly	 to	 purely	 medicinal	interpretations	of	health	and	care,	but	also	peoples’	wider	social	wellbeing.	The	diversity	 of	 participants	 visiting	 the	 farms	 also	 highlighted	 the	 multiplicity	 of	ways	in	which	humans	and	animals	engage	with	each	other,	and	the	therapeutic	potential	that	animal	encounters	can	have	for	a	range	of	social	groups.		 Following	my	earlier	arguments	for	more	explicit	recognition	of	the	role	of	 animals	 in	 therapeutic	 spaces,	 the	 next	 two	 sections	 draw	 on	my	 empirical	work	 to	 show	 how	 the	 agency	 of	 non-human	 social	 actors	 can	 affect	 a	 place’s	reputation	 as	 a	 therapeutic	 landscape,	 and	 to	 explore	 animals’	 contested	positions	within	therapeutic	spaces.	Through	this,	I	question	the	ways	in	which	being	part	of	these	assemblages	impacts	animals;	for	whom	are	these	landscapes	therapeutic?	
	
Animals	co-constituting	therapeutic	spaces	




and	 bees.	 The	 animals	 were	 vital	 parts	 of	 the	 farm	 assemblage	 -	 crucial	 to	maintaining	 the	 everyday	 fabric	 of	 an	 understanding	 of	 ‘the	 farm’;	 key	 co-constituents	 of	 place-making	 and	 experience-producing.	 Recognising	 animals’	explicit	presence	in	these	spaces,	there	is	a	need	to	critically	examine	their	roles	in	 co-constituting	 a	 therapeutic	 space,	 and	 how	 animal	 encounters,	 and	 the	agency	 of	 non-humans	 themselves	 can	 be	 vital	 in	 creating	 an	 association	 of	 a	place	being	therapeutic.			
‘The	guys	quite	often	go	over	and	see	the	sheep,	and	we'll	walk	down	to	see	the	
chickens,	it’s	of	interest,	it’s	different,	it’s	stuff	they	won't	see	every	day	in	their	
back	gardens	in	town’	[Q,	outdoor	activities	coordinator,	West	Wales].		 The	 volunteers	 and/or	 service	 users	 get	 involved	with	 a	 range	 of	 tasks	that	 bring	 them	 into	 direct	material,	 bodily	 and	 sensorial	 encounters	with	 the	range	 of	 non-human	 life	 on	 the	 farms:	 feeding	 the	 animals,	 cleaning	 them	out,	moving	the	animals	from	field	to	field.	There	is	a	lot	of	tactile	contact	with	non-human	others	–	though	it	perhaps	helps	that	many	of	the	animals	drawn	into	the	farm	assemblage	tend	to	be	cute,	cuddly	and	comforting.			 ‘When	kids	come	along	and	the	chickens	fly	up	on	their	shoulder,	they	just	look	




familiarity.	This	links	to	Rose’s	(2012)	suggestion	that	individuals	can	encounter	therapeutic	 landscapes	 as	 an	 ‘empathic	 mirror	 of	 feeling	 states	 and	 affects’	(p.1385),	in	order	to	realise	a	therapeutic	benefit.	Animals	can	act	as	this	mirror,	serving	 as	 attachment	 figures	 and	 representation	 models,	 providing	 a	 secure	base,	 and	 offering	 the	 opportunity	 for	 emotional	 bonds	 (Berget	 and	 Braastad	2008).		 ‘People	 laugh	a	 lot,	you	know,	when	we're	rounding	up	 the	sheep	hopelessly,	
like	15	of	us	trying	to	round	up	a	field	of	sheep	with	loads	of	kids’	 [R,	 farmer,	West	Wales].		 Though	 as	 mentioned	 earlier,	 animals	 are	 not	 guaranteed	 to	 create	relations	which	result	in	a	space	becoming	therapeutic	and	instead	may	result	in	the	creation	of	a	 ‘landscape	of	 fear’	 (Tuan	1980):	 ‘One	girl	warned	me	before	we	
went	 out,	 'are	 there	 any	 birds	 there?',	 ‘no	 I	 said,	 there’s	 no	 birds’,	 thinking	 that	
there’s	no	birds.	When	we	arrived,	they	had	chickens,	there	were	chickens	running	
around,	and	 I	 saw,	 just	an	absolute	phobia,	 she	 said,	 'I	 can't	go	anywhere	near,	 I	




approach	(such	as	assemblage	theory)	can	bring	in	moving	from	static,	universal,	and	absolute	conceptualisations	of	therapeutic	landscapes	to	instead	recognising	the	fluidity,	multiplicity,	contingency	and	indeterminacy	of	these	spaces.		 As	well	as	impacting	the	emotional	geographies	of	space,	the	animals	affect	the	social	dynamic	of	 the	 therapeutic	space;	 their	bodies	and	presence	become	key	 relations	 in	 creating	 and	 facilitating	 social	 contact	 amongst	 the	 human	participants:	 ‘That's	where	 the	 animals	 come	 into	 it	 as	well,	 that	 brings	 in	 their	
social	 thing	…	 they	 can	 sit	 around	 and	 ask	 each	 other	 about	 their	 pets,	 it’s	 just	
those	 tiny	 little	 conversations	 that	 actually	 people	 wouldn't	 normally	 have,	 it’s	
quite	good’	[A,	 animal	 coordinator	 of	 a	 care	 farm,	 East	 England].	 The	 animals’	agency	creates	something	to	engage	with	and	respond	to	for	the	participants	on	these	 farms,	 often	 prompting	 social	 interactions	 that	 the	 participants	may	 not	have	in	a	different	therapeutic	space,	devoid	of	non-human	life.			 Further,	 the	 animals	 create	 shared	 relations	 and	 a	 commonality	 of	knowledges	 and	 experiences	 between	 people,	 regardless	 of	 their	 background	and	 abilities;	 ‘The	main	 volunteer	 group	we	 have,	 he	 brings	 this	 big	 old	 brown	
Labrador,	and	the	dogs,	particularly	his	Labrador	thinking	about	it,	is	a	real	focus	
of	 conversation,	 when	 we	 have	 a	 tea-break,	 the	 dog	 will	 lie	 in	 the	 middle	 of	






Topographically	 distant	 animal	 actants	 too	 come	 to	 be	 mobilised	 in	 this	way	as	a	result	of	these	initial	animal	encounters	(again,	highlighting	the	value	of	drawing	 on	 assemblage	 theory’s	 flat	 ontology	 which	 destabilises	 scale	 and	distance)	 (Bear	 2013):	 ‘When	 we're	 handling	 rabbits	 or	 grooming	 rabbits	 or	
something	 'oh	 yeah,	my	 rabbit	 does	 this'	 and	 you	 know,	 that	 sparks	 off	 a	 bit	 of	




However,	the	potential	for	the	development	of	a	bond	in	this	way	between	a	participant	and	an	animal	is	obfuscated	by	the	agricultural	setting	in	which	the	care	 farms	 operate:	 ‘The	kids	hadn’t	wanted	the	cockerels	to	be	killed.	K	thought	
this	was	because	the	cockerel	had	never	intended	to	be	killed,	and	thus	they	had	all	
grown	 too	 attached	 to	 it,	 she	 noted	 that	 with	 the	 other	 animals	 that	 were	 for	
eating,	they	had	known	this	from	the	start,	allowing	them	to	place	some	distance	to	




extraneous	 to	 health,	 the	 mundane	 and	 everyday	 tasks	 which	 can	 take	 place	within	spaces	 linked	 to	 therapeutic	experiences	and	may,	 for	some	 individuals,	be	crucial	relations	in	assisting	in	the	space	becoming	therapeutic.			 Animals	also	act	to	reframe	and	reposition	many	of	the	participants	on	the	farms;	 ‘I	think	the	animals	add	a	touch	of	magic	really,	one	of	the	big	things	here	is	
for	all	these	guys,	they	are	cared	for,	and	actually,	when	they	come	here,	they	get	to	
care	for	something.	It	completely	changes	it,	and	gives	them	a	sense	of	confidence	
and	 wellbeing,	 and	 sort	 of	 self-worth,	 that	 they	 kind	 of	 get	 a	 role	 change’	 [Y,	manager	 of	 a	 care	 farm,	 East	 England].	 Animals	 initiate	 a	 change	 from	 Care	






	Whilst	 the	 above	 discussion	 may	 highlight	 how	 animals	 can	 aid	 in	 space	becoming	 therapeutic	 for	humans,	 there	 is	also	a	need	 to	 critically	 think	about	animals’	contested	positions	within	therapeutic	spaces,	and	question	the	ways	in	which	 being	 part	 of	 these	 assemblages	 impacts	 the	 individual	 animals	themselves	 (though	 obviously,	 we	 cannot	 question	 the	 animals	 themselves).	There	is	a	danger	of	elevating	the	human	experience	of	therapeutic	space	above	that	 of	 the	 animals	 that	 help	 to	 co-constitute	 the	 therapeutic	 assemblage,	relegating	 non-humans	 to	 a	 state	 of	 utility	 or	 even	 becoming	 a	 relationship	 of	amensalism	or	parasitism.	 I	have	discussed	extensively	how	animals	 act	 as	 co-constituents	of	therapeutic	space	for	humans,	but	there	is	also	a	need	to	consider	how	humans	effect	 therapeutic	 space	 for	non-humans:	 ‘I	don't	know	if	they'd	be	
bothered	if	we	weren't	here	or	not,	they'd	probably	be	just	as	happy,	they	probably	
find	us	a	bit	of	a	hassle’	[X,	director	of	a	CSA	project,	West	Wales].	‘The	volunteers	
are	 always	 interested	 in	 the	 animals,	 and	 seeking	 contact	 with	 them.	 The	 sheep	




on	the	provision	and	production	of	care.	For	animals	on	farms	with	a	latter	focus,	many	may	be	 there	more	as	pets	or	with	 the	 farm	serving	as	a	 form	of	animal	sanctuary:	 ‘Patch	the	pig	was	not	for	food,	he	had	been	donated	to	the	farm	to	be	
cared	for	on	site.’	[Fieldnotes,	9	April	2015].	Yet	with	other	farms,	the	animals	are	simply	 there	 until	 they	 are	 ready	 to	 go	 to	 slaughter:	 ‘A	discussion	was	 started	
based	on	 the	 farmer’s	 lunch:	Snowflake	 the	cockerel.	Snowflake	had	got	 the	chop	
the	day	previously	–	literally!	The	farmer	had	taken	the	bird’s	head	off	with	an	axe	
on	a	chopping	block.’	 [Fieldnotes,	 22	May	2015].	 This	 harks	 back	 to	Malamud’s	(2013)	 point	 that	 health	 can	 be	 seen	 as	 just	 another	 resource	 to	 be	 harvested	from	non-humans;	it	seems	jarring	to	describe	these	spaces	as	therapeutic	when,	for	the	non-humans	involved,	they	are	often	spaces	of	death.			 Though	 there	 is	 perhaps	 an	 argument	 to	 be	 made	 that	 whilst	 being	involved	in	an	agricultural	system	may	not	necessarily	end	well	for	animals,	they	do	 conceivably	 experience	 certain	 benefits	 from	 being	 involved	 in	 the	therapeutic	 space	of	 a	 care	 farm:	 ‘I	think	also	because	we're	with	the	animals	all	
the	 time,	 they	 are	more	 used	 to	 people	 being	 around,	 which	means	 that	 sort	 of	
catching	them	for	slaughter,	'oh	look,	there’s	my	friends,	I’ll	just	get	in	this	trailer',	
it	makes	it	less	stressful	for	them,	collecting	eggs	from	the	chickens	as	well…they're	
more	used	to	us	being	in	there,	they're	not	frightened	of	us’	[P,	 assistant	manager	of	 a	 care	 farm,	 East	 England].	 ‘The	lambs	are	very	tame,	and	run	up	to	the	fence	







The	more	 regular	 contact	with	humans	as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 therapeutic	practices	engaged	with	on	 the	 farm	has	 the	potential	 to	 create	a	 less	 stressful	 and	more	relaxed	 experience	 for	 the	 animals	 –	 despite	 their	 ultimate	 purpose	 and	destination	as	food	products.		 We	 must	 also	 recognise	 animals’	 mobilities.	 Whilst	 some	 of	 the	 farm	animals	 may	 live	 permanently	 within	 the	 space	 of	 the	 care	 farm,	 others	 are	perhaps	 simply	 passing	 through	 the	 space,	 briefly	 entangling	 with	 the	assemblage,	 unaware	 and	 unengaged.	 ‘Squirrels	running	through	the	trees	are	a	
common	sight	at	 the	 farm,	people	will	often	break	off	mid-conversation	 to	watch	
them.’	[Fieldnotes,	22	May	2015].	This	becomes	particularly	interesting	when	we	begin	to	 think	about	barriers	and	boundaries,	and	the	non-humans	that	people	choose	(and	do	not	choose)	to	invite	into	therapeutic	spaces.	Indeed,	recognising	animals’	 mobilities	 forces	 a	 consideration	 of	 the	 fluid	 and	 porous	 nature	 of	therapeutic	spaces,	and	that	often,	humans	have	little	choice	in	the	species	that	become	entangled	in	(un)therapeutic	ways	in	spaces	of	care.		 There	are	also	practical	limitations	and	caveats	to	inter-species	contact	to	consider:	 ‘We	dip	our	feet	all	the	time	now,	but	our	chickens	were	ill	a	lot	more,	coz	




suitable	for	human	based	therapeutic	contact,	from	halter	training	cattle,	to	wing	clipping	chickens.	Species	is	an	important	driver	for	the	role	and	experiences	of	non-humans	in	therapeutic	spaces.		 Participants	will	 often	attempt	 to	 empathize,	 relate	 to,	 and	 consider	 the	experiences	 of	 the	 non-humans	 who	 have	 come	 to	 be	 enmeshed	 within	 the	therapeutic	 assemblage:	 ‘They	[the	animals]	value	the	relationship	with	us	as	we	
do	 with	 them’	 [B,	 farmer,	 Southwest	 England],	 ‘We	 try	 to	 build	 up	 more	 of	 a	




As	an	example	of	a	more	post-human	deployment	of	care	in	this	way,	one	project	 involved	 rescuing	 horses	 that	 had	 been	 neglected	 or	 abandoned,	rehabilitating	 and	 training	 them.	 This	 rehabilitation	work	 specifically	 involved	working	with	 disengaged	 and	 vulnerable	 groups:	 ‘There	was	a	boy	with	ADHD,	
and	we	said,	‘you've	got	to	really	consider	your	behaviour,	no	sudden	movements',	








‘They	 don’t	 feel	 that	 they're	 reading	 for	 themselves,	 they	 don’t	 feel	 like	 they're	
reading	coz	they're	thick…	you're	breaking	down	a	barrier…	they're	reading	to	the	
cat,	 they're	 no	 longer	 learning	 to	 read	 because	 they	 failed	 in	 school…	 they	 are	
reading	 to	 the	 cat,	 because	 the	 cat	 needs	 to	 be	 read	 to,	 the	 cat	 needs	 company,	
they’re	helping	the	cat’	[J,	staff	member	taking	students	with	learning	disabilities	to	animal	projects,	West	Wales].		 Obviously,	 arguments	 can	 be	 made	 regarding	 the	 egalitarianism	 of	 the	affective	 exchanges	 in	 these	 scenarios,	 however,	 this	more	 biosocial,	 mutually	beneficial	 framing	 of	 therapeutic	 affect	 provides	 an	 interesting	way	 to	 explore	and	 critically	 understand	 human-animal	 relations	 in	 a	 wide	 variety	 of	therapeutic	spaces.			
Conclusions	and	future	directions	 		This	 paper	 has	 attempted	 to	 bridge	 the	 gap	 between	 animal	 geographies	 and	therapeutic	geographies	in	order	to	‘bring	the	animals	back	in’	to	understandings	of	 therapeutic	 spaces.	 I	 have	 demonstrated	 how	 non-human	 presence	 can	actively	 create	 and	 facilitate	 a	 therapeutic	 engagement	 with	 place,	 and	 have	begun	 to	 envisage	 how	 we	 can	 begin	 to	 think	 about	 therapeutic	 spaces	 as	multispecies	 spaces,	with	 non-humans	 as	 not	 just	 co-constituents,	 but	 also	 co-participants	of	therapeutic	landscapes.				 Vidal	de	La	Blache	(1922)	wrote	that	we	should	not	consider	‘the	Earth	as	
















approach	that	enables	an	understanding	of	how	rather	than	static	and	absolute	phenomena,	therapeutic	spaces	can	instead	be	considered	to	emerge	relationally	constituted	 by	 a	 coming	 together	 of	 heterogeneous	 elements,	 creating	 a	multiplicity	of	fluid,	contingent,	and	indeterminate	therapeutic	spaces.			 By	 paying	 attention	 to	 both	 non-human	 agency	 and	 non-human	experience,	we	can	make	a	difference	to	how	we	discuss	therapeutic	landscapes,	developing	a	critical	understanding	of	the	role	of	non-human	animals	as	both	co-constituents	 and	 co-participants	 of	 therapeutic	 spaces,	 moving	 from	 framing	therapeutic	spaces	-	and	the	animals	within	them	-	purely	in	relation	to	human	needs	 and	 desires,	 leading	 to	 new,	 and	 exciting	 directions	 and	 questions	 for	research	on	therapeutic	spaces.		







1  An additional example, which particularly resonates with this author, is 
Haraway’s (2008) call to involve humans with haemophilia in the care of the canine 
haemophiliacs that have been specifically bred to provide research opportunities into 
bleeding disorders, helping to establish modern haemophilia management. 
 
2  Intriguing examples of this method of writing culture in the Anthropocene 
include Haraway’s (2008) post-human relationship with her Australian shepherd, 
Lien’s (2015) slippery accounts of salmon aquaculture, and Candea’s (2010) 
encounters with charismatic celebrity meerkats. 	 	
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